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Continued Intention to Explore
Appendix C
Meso-Mediation Tests
In order to test this cross-level mediation, we followed the guidelines for cross-level mediation testing outlined by Mathieu and Taylor (2007) . Cross-level mediation tests (also referred to as meso-mediation tests) build on similar principles to traditional mediation tests outlined by Baron and Kenny (1986) and others (e.g., MacKinnon 1999, 2001 ), but differs in that it includes cross-level effects as well (Bauer et al. 2006 ). Also, depending on the type of cross-level mediation model being hypothesized, considerations of between-and within-group variability need to be addressed (Bauer et al. 2006 ). In the context of our research model, we posit a 2-1-1 cross-level mediation model, where the relationship between a level-2 (team-level) predictor and a level-1 (individual-level) outcome is mediated by a level-1 (individual-level) mediator (Bauer et al. 2006 ). Mathieu and Taylor refer to this as cross-level mediation-lower mediation (X6m6y). Cross-level mediation testing follows six steps: (1) account for any level-1 control variables; (2) examine any level-1 outcomes and mediators for between-group variability; (3) establish within-group (level-1) relationships before cross-level mediation testing; (4) establish the relationship between the predictor (X) and the mediator (m); (5) examine the effect of the predictor (X) on the outcome (y) without the mediator (m) in the model; (6) examine the effect of the predictor (X) on the outcome (y) with the mediator (m) in the model. Steps 1 and 2 were followed in that we included level-1 control variables in all models and we established that ICE, ECE, and CT exploration each had sufficient between-team variability.
Step 3 was followed in that we found support for H2a and H2b relating ICE (level-1) and ECE (level-1) to CT exploration (level-1).
Step 4 was followed in that we found support for H1a and H1b relating team empowerment (level-2) to ICE (level-1) and ECE (level-1). In step 5, we found a positive but nonsignificant cross-level relationship between team empowerment and CT exploration (γ = .10, p > .10). However, a direct relationship is not necessary for indirect effects. In step 6, we observe that this relationship is still nonsignificant (γ = .14, p > .10) in the presence of the mediators, suggesting full mediation. These results provide support for H3a and H3b.
Appendix D Results of Supplementary Analysis of Indirect Effects
As noted in the main paper, prior research has treated team empowerment as a unidimensional construct in some studies and a multidimensional construct in others (Seibert et al. 2011) . In order to examine potential differences in the effects of the underlying dimensions of team empowerment in this CT exploration context, we conducted the tests of indirect effects using the decomposed dimensions. The results are shown in Table 3 of the main paper. As the results show, the indirect effects of all subdimensions of team empowerment are all significant,providing support for treating it as a unidimensional construct. Similarly, contrasts of indirect effects of each subdimension of team empowerment through ICE versus ECE are all statistically significantly different from 0. These results directly mirror those of the unidimensional construct and lend additional support for arguments in favor of this uni-dimensional approach (Seibert et al. 2011 Notes: n = 212; gender is dummy coded (0 = women, 1 = men); CT = collaboration technology; ICE = intention to continue exploring, ECE = expectation to continue exploring; PIIT = personal innovativeness in IT. † p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
